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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 2/1 3/2007 has been 
considered by the examiner. However, for better understanding of the foreign NPL 
documents, the examiner requests a certified translation of both of the Ingromat 
references cited in the IDS as Non Patent Literature Documents. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claim 39 is objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase "one of 
obliquely or" was removed from line 1 1 of claim 39 without the proper indication of 
amended portions of the claim (strikethrough removed portions). The claim will still be 
examined as amended and this statement is placing on the record the fact that the 
phrase "one of obliquely or", which was present in the claims submitted on 1/3/2007, 
was removed from the amended claim submitted on 8/6/2007. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

3. Claim 54 is objected to because of the following informalities: claim 54 depends 
on claim 51 , which has been cancelled. For the sake of the current Office Action, it will 
be assumed by the Examiner that claim 54 is intended to depend from claim 39. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 
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4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 39-42, 46-50, 53, 54, 58, 59, 71-74 and 78 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by The Ingromat-Cleaner CH 29 publication (to be referred 
to hereinafter as Ingromat) or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious 
over Ingromat in view of Herrington (2,767,413). 

7. In reference to claim 39, the Ingromat reference discloses (on pages 16, 17 and 
31) an apparatus for machining a workpiece being one of strip or plate form having first 
and second main surfaces for removing material from at least one of the first and 
second main surfaces of the workpiece wherein the apparatus comprises at least first, 
second, third and fourth conveyor devices and each of the first, second, third and fourth 
conveyor devices has at least one brush, each of at least first, the second, the third and 
the fourth conveyor devices guides the respective at least one brush at least 
approximately linearly past a region of the workpiece to be machined transversely with 
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respect to an advance direction of the workpiece, two of the conveyor devices (any two 
consecutive conveyors in the direction of advancement seen on the top surface on page 
31; direction of rotation shown on page 17) rotate in opposite directions and are 
positioned for treating a first main surface of the workpiece, the other two conveyor 
devices (any two consecutive conveyors in the direction of advancement seen on the 
bottom surface on page 31; direction of rotation shown on page 17) rotate in opposite 
directions and are positioned for treating the second main surface of the workpiece, and 
the first, second, third and fourth conveyor devices rotate so as to guide brushes along 
the first and second main surfaces of the workpiece. Although the Ingromat reference 
does not specifically disclose that the first, second, third and fourth conveyor devices 
rotate so as to guide brushes along the entirety of the first and second main surfaces of 
the workpiece, the apparatus disclosed in the Ingromat reference would be inherently 
capable of guiding the brushes along the entirety of the first and second main surfaces 
of the workpiece in the case that the workpiece is only as wide as the portions of the 
conveyor devices on the left and right side of the apparatus overlap one another. In this 
case, the workpiece may be positioned underneath only the portion of the conveyors 
that all of the conveyors will pass over the entirety of the respective first and second 
main surfaces, thus making the Ingromat reference inherently capable of rotating so as 
to guide brushes along the entirety of the first and second main surfaces of the 
workpiece. Alternatively, the Ingromat reference also discloses other embodiments 
(pages 4-7) having two conveyor devices that are located along respective first and 
second main surfaces of the workpiece and rotate so as to pass brushes along the 
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entirety of the first and second main surfaces of the workpiece, thus providing equal 
contact between the brushes and the entire main surfaces of the first and second sides 
of the workpiece, which will provide a uniform cleaning effect along the entirety of both 
main surface of the workpiece because the same number of brushes will contact the 
entirety of each main side of the workpiece. Therefore, it alternatively would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to extend each of the plurality of conveyor 
devices shown on pages 16, 17 and 31 . such that every conveyor device will guide their 
respective brushes over the entirety of the respective first or second main side of the 
workpiece to provide an even and uniform cleaning effect to every portion of both main 
surfaces of the workpiece instead of providing twice the number of brushes contacting a 
middle, overlapping portion as the number of brushes contacting either side of each 
main surface of the workpiece. The combination of the two embodiments disclosed in 
the Ingromat reference is essentially substituting a known element (conveyors passing 
over a portion of the main surface of the workpiece from pages 16, 17 and 31) with 
another (conveyor passing across the entire main surface of a workpiece from pages 4- 
7) to obtain predictable results (an apparatus having multiple conveyor devices, rotating 
in a direction opposite the direction of adjacent conveyor devices, wherein every 
conveyor passes over the entirety a respective main surface of a workpiece will 
predictably provide a thorough and uniform cleaning effect to the main surfaces of the 
workpiece). Additionally, the Ingromat reference fails to disclose that the apparatus is 
used to remove an oxide layer from a surface of the workpiece. It may be inherent that 
the brushes and conveyor devices, as disclosed in the Ingromat reference may be 
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capable of removing at least a portion of an oxide layer from a surface of a workpiece 
over a given amount of time. In the alternative, Harrington discloses a similar apparatus 
that is disclosed as being used to remove scale, which is well known in the art as being 
an oxide layer, from metallic surfaces and comprises multiple rotary brushes that 
engage a first main surface of a workpiece that is in strip or plate form. Herrington 
further discloses specific bristle material for the brushes that is capable of removing the 
oxide layer. Herrington however only removes the oxide layer from one main surface of 
the workpiece at a time and due to the round shape of the brushes may only remove the 
oxide layer from a limited width on the main surface of the workpiece. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to provide the brushes of the Ingromat apparatus with the bristles disclosed by 
Herrington to allow the Ingromat apparatus to remove oxide layers from a large area of 
both the first and second main surfaces of a workpiece at the same time in order to 
provide a much more efficient and effective apparatus for removing oxide layers from 
metallic workpieces that may be used on much larger workpieces than the apparatus of 
Herrington. 

8. In reference to claim 40, the Ingromat reference further discloses that the 
conveyor devices are positioned in a lying position such that the at least one brush on 
each of the first, second, third and fourth conveyor devices runs substantially 
horizontally along the workpiece in a lying position. 

9. In reference to claim 41 , the Ingromat reference further discloses that the 
workpiece is guided between the first and the second conveyor devices (the first 



Application/Control Number: 10/533,108 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3723 

conveyor being any of the conveyors on the upper portion of the apparatus and the 
second conveyor being any of the conveyors on the lower portion of the apparatus) 
such that each of the first and second conveyor devices machines one of the first and 
second main surfaces of the workpiece. 

1 0. In reference to claim 42, the Ingromat reference further discloses that the 
direction of rotation of the first and second conveyor devices is selected such that the 

' brushes of the first and second conveyor devices are guided past the opposed first and 
second main surfaces of the workpiece in a same direction, wherein the first and 
second conveyor devices are considered to be any respective conveyors on opposite 
sides of the workpiece that rotate in the same direction. 

11. In reference to claim 46, the Ingromat reference discloses an apparatus for 
machining a workpiece being one of strip or plate form having first and second main 
surfaces for removing material from at least one of the first and second main surfaces of 
the workpiece wherein the apparatus comprises at least first and second conveyor 
devices and each of the first and second conveyor devices has at least one brush, 
wherein the brushes disclosed may be capable of removing an oxide layer or 
alternatively it would have been obvious to replace the brush bristles of the Ingromat 
reference with the brush bristles disclosed by Herrington to allow the Ingromat 
apparatus to remove oxide layers from workpieces, as discussed supra, each of the at 
least first and second conveyor devices guides the respective at least one brush at least 
approximately linearly past a region of the workpiece to be treated transversely with 
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respect to an advance direction of the workpiece, the first and second conveyor devices 
rotate in opposite directions and the first conveyor device is positioned for treating the 
first main surface of the workpiece while the second conveyor device is positioned for 
treating the second main surface of the workpiece and the first and second conveyor 
devices are arranged slightly offset with respect to one another in the advance direction 
in which the workpiece passes through. The first and second conveyor devices will be 
offset from one another in the embodiment shown on pages 16, 17 and 31 , wherein the 
first conveyor is considered to be any of the conveyors on the upper surface (for 
instance, the first conveyor in the direction of advance of the workpiece on the top right 
side of the workpiece, as shown in the figure in the center of page 17) and the second 
conveyor is considered to be any of the conveyors on the lower surface that rotate in an 
opposite direction to and are offset from the first conveyor (for instance any of the 
second third or fourth conveyors, in the direction of advance of the workpiece, on the 
lower right side of the workpiece; only partially visible in the figure on page 17). 

12. In reference to claim 48, the Ingromat reference further discloses that each of the 
conveyor devices has a plurality of brushes. 

13. In reference to claim 49, the Ingromat reference further discloses a guide 
passage between the upper and lower sections which may be set to a thickness of the 
workpiece by which the workpiece may be displaced with guidance transversely with 
respect to the direction of rotation of the at least one of the conveyor devices. 

14. In reference to claim 50, the Ingromat reference further discloses that an 
adjustment means for adjusting the distance between the first and second conveyor 
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devices, which makes the apparatus inherently capable of displacing or adjusting the 
first and second conveyor devices with respect to one another to correct for wear of the 
at least one brush. 

15. In reference to claim 53, both the Ingromat reference and Herrington disclose 
that the bristles of each brush fan out away from the support, thus causing a variety of 
angles formed between the bristles and the support, thus disclosing that at least some 
of the bristles are inclined by up to 45° in the direction of rotation. 

16. In reference to claim 54, the bristles disclosed by the Ingromat reference and by 
Herrington are bunched together, thus it would be inherent that the bristles act to 
support one another making each of the brushes provided with supporting and 
stabilizing bristles. 

17. In reference to claim 58, the Ingromat reference further discloses that each of the 
conveyor devices has an independent drive. 

18. In reference to claim 59, the Ingromat reference further discloses that each of the 
conveyor devices may be a V-belt as shown on page 33. 

19. In reference to claim 71 , the Ingromat reference further discloses a resistance 
element (first shown on the bottom of page 17 and more clearly shown as numbers 36 
and 37 on page 31) that is located downstream from a diversion point of the conveyor 
device, as seen in the direction of rotation, before one of the brush or bristles resumes 
contact with the workpiece. 

20. In reference to claim 72, the Ingromat reference further discloses that the 
resistance element is located in a region in which the brush or bristles leave the circular 
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path produced by the diversion point of the conveyor device and returns to a linear or 
rectilinear movement. 

21 . In reference to claim 73, the Ingromat reference further discloses that the 
resistance element mechanically prevents the bristles from yielding in the direction of 
rotation. 

22. In reference to claim 74, the Ingromat reference further discloses that the 
resistance element is introduced into a path of the brush or bristles such that tips of the 
bristles butt against the resistance element. 

23. In reference to claim 78, the Ingromat reference or alternatively the Ingromat 
reference in view of Herrington, as discussed supra discloses an apparatus comprising 
at least first and second conveyor devices each having at least one brush guided at 
least approximately linearly past a region of the workpiece to be treated transversely 
with respect to an advance direction of the workpiece, the first and second conveyor 
devices rotate in opposite directions to one another and are positioned for respectively 
treating the first and second main surface of the workpiece and the first and second 
conveyor devices are both either inherently capable of or would obviously be modified 
to rotate so as to guide the brushes along an entirety of the first and second main 
surface of the workpiece, as discussed supra. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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24. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

25. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Ingromat reference or alternatively the Ingromat reference in view of Herrington, as 
discussed supra, and further in view of McCormick et al. (2,958,882). 

26. The Ingromat reference discloses the apparatus wherein it the brushes disclosed 
may be capable of removing an oxide layer or alternatively it would have been obvious 
to replace the brush bristles of the Ingromat reference with the brush bristles disclosed 
by Herrington to allow the Ingromat apparatus to remove oxide layers from workpieces, 
as discussed supra. However, the Ingromat reference fails to disclose a base plate or 
that the apparatus is arranged in a standing position such that the first and second 
conveyor devices are guide the respective brushes past the workpiece wither ion the 
direction of the base plate or from a top of the apparatus downward. It clearly would 
have been obvious that the Ingromat apparatus may be oriented vertically if desired to 
treat a workpiece that is in an upright position. In this case, the conveyor devices and 
advance direction of the workpiece will all be relatively situated in the same orientation 
as the apparatus disclosed by McCormick. McCormick further discloses a base plate in 
the form of a tabletop that is necessary to support the workpieces during treatment by 
the conveyor devices. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made that in order to use the Ingromat apparatus to 
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treat a workpiece in a vertical orientation, the Ingromat apparatus would require a base 
plate to support the workpiece wherein at least one of the conveyor devices on either 
side of the workpiece, which may be considered to be respective first and second 
conveyor devices, will be rotating so as to guide the brushes toward the base plate or 
from a top of the apparatus downward. 

27. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Ingromat reference or alternatively the Ingromat reference in view of Herrington, as 
discussed supra, and further in view of Derby (559,166). 

28. The Ingromat reference discloses the apparatus wherein it the brushes disclosed 
may be capable of removing an oxide layer or alternatively it would have been obvious 
to replace the brush bristles of the Ingromat reference with the brush bristles disclosed 
by Herrington to allow the Ingromat apparatus to remove oxide layers from workpieces, 
as discussed supra. However, the Ingromat reference fails to disclose a delimiting plate 
in the apparatus. In the orientation of the Ingromat apparatus as disclosed, the 
workpiece is fed relative to the conveyor devices in a similar manner as the workpieces 
as disclosed by Derby wherein Derby further discloses clamping blocks (d 6 ), which may 
also be considered to be delimiting plates, located on either side of the workpiece to 
prevent the workpiece from being pushed out of position by the motion of the conveyor 
devices having treating parts thereon. Therefore, it further would have been obvious to 
provide the Ingromat apparatus with similar clamping blocks or delimiting plates to 
maintain the workpiece in a desired position during treatment, as taught by Derby. In 
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this case, any two of the conveyor devices that guide their respective brushes in the 
same direction may be considered to be the first ad second conveyor devices, which will 
both guide the brushes along the workpiece in the direction of a delimiting plate which 
guides the workpiece at one side. 

29. Claims 52, 55-57, 60, 61, 63, 64, 75 and 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as obvious over Ingromat in view of Herrington (2,767,413). 

30. In reference to claim 52, when using the bristles disclosed by Herrington in place 
of the bristles of the Ingromat reference, as discussed supra, it would further be obvious 
that the bristles must be at least somewhat abrasive to remove an oxide layer from 
metal. 

31 . In reference to claim 55, the base of the bristles disclosed by the Ingromat 
reference and by Herrington are both surrounded by some portion of the support 
wherein the surrounding portion may be considered to be a stabilizing and supporting 
sheath. 

32. In reference to claim 56, page 33 of the Ingromat reference shows the brush 
bristles to be formed as part of a belt of the conveyor device, thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the bristles may be coupled to the 
respective conveyor device by a bond to form a strong connection between the brushes 
and the conveyor devices. 

33. In reference to claim 57, the Ingromat reference fails to disclose a specific 
rotational speed for the brush, but it would be obvious that different speeds would be 
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desired for different work pieces under different circumstances and it would further be 
found obvious through routine experimentation, depending on the desired work piece, to 
rotate the brushes at a speed within 5-30m/s. 

34. In reference to claim 60, the Ingromat reference discloses that each of the 
conveyor devices may be a V-belt, as discussed supra relative to claim 59, and the 
Ingromat reference further discloses that the conveyor devices may have different 
widths. Therefore, it would further be obvious when the conveyor device has larger 
widths to make the conveyor device in the form of a double or triple V-belt to 
accommodate the extra width and brushes required without increasing the thickness of 
the belt. It would further be obvious that in the case of a triple V-belt, at the middle V- 
belt would accommodate at least some of the brushes. 

35. In reference to claim 61 , it would further be obvious to form the V-belt, as 
disclosed by the Ingromat reference, out of rubber because it is old and well known in 
the art to form V-belts out of rubber material. 

36. In reference to claim 63, as discussed supra, it would have been obvious to form 
the V-belt out of rubber and to attach the brushes or the bristles to the V-belt by a bond. 

37. In reference to claim 64, it would further be obvious that at least the top portion of 
the V-belt may be considered to be the carrier because the top portion carries the 
brushes and that the middle portion of the V-belt may also be considered to be an 
elevation on the top of the V-belt for guiding and supporting the carrier. 

38. In reference to claim 75, as discussed supra, it would have been obvious that 
each of the conveyor devices is a V-belt having bristles coupled onto a top side thereof 
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by a bond either directly or via a carrier and at least some of the bristles are inclined by 
up to 45° in the direction of rotation of the V-belt. 

39. In reference to claim 76, the Ingromat reference makes obvious an apparatus 
wherein each of the first, second, third and fourth conveyor devices will ensure contact 
along the entire respective first or second surface of the workpiece (in reference to 
claim 39) and wherein the first and second and the third and fourth conveyor devices 
are respectively offset to one another along a direction of travel of the workpiece on the 
opposite first and second sides of the workpiece, as discussed supra, wherein a method 
for machining a metallic workpiece to remove an oxide layer from a surface thereof will 
inherently comprise the steps of providing and operating the first, second, third and 
fourth conveyor devices such that at least one brush runs at least approximately linearly 
across a desired surface of the workpiece, guiding the workpiece past the first, second 
third and fourth conveyor devices transversely with respect to a direction of rotation of 
the conveyor devices, the first and third conveyor devices rotating in opposite directions 
and machining the first surface of the workpiece and the second and fourth conveyors 
rotating in opposite directions and machining the second surface of the workpiece, 
aligning the first and second conveyor devices in an offset manner along a travel 
direction of the workpiece on the opposite first and second sides of the workpiece and 
aligning the third and fourth conveyor devices in an offset manner also along the travel 
direction of the workpiece on the opposite first and second sides of the workpiece and 
ensuring contact between the first, second, third and fourth conveyor devices and each 
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of their respective brushes along the entire respective first and second surfaces of the 
workpiece. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

40. Claims 62 and 65-70 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

41. Applicant's arguments filed 8/6/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. The applicant argues that the references fail to meet the limitations that first 
and second and third and fourth conveyor devices are offset relative to one another or 
that the conveyor devices rotate in opposite directions relative to one another. In 
response, in the above rejections, the Examiner has clarified which embodiments and 
specific conveyor devices are considered such that the prior art references do meet the 
claimed limitations. The applicant additionally argues that the Herrington and Derby 
references are too old to be considered relevant. In response to applicant's argument 
based upon the age of the references, contentions that the reference patents are old 
are not impressive absent a showing that the art tried and failed to solve the same 
problem notwithstanding its presumed knowledge of the references. See In re Wright, 
569 F.2d 1 124, 193 USPQ 332 (CCPA 1977). The argument that the embodiment of 
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the Ingromat reference fails to meet the limitations that the brushes contact the entirety 
of the surfaces of the workpiece is considered moot because it has been addressed in 
the above rejections. Finally, the applicant argues that the Derby and McCormick 
references are non-analogous because they do not deal with removing an oxide layer 
from a surface. However, the Derby and McCormick references are both applied as 
being relevant to workpiece supports in apparatuses that effect surfaces by application 
of moving brushes to the surface while the workpiece is moving relative to the brushes. 
Therefore, the use of the references, merely as teaching related to supports for 
workpieces that are moved relative to brushing mechanisms that impact the workpiece, 
is considered to be relevant. Therefore, the Examiner has either maintained the 
previous rejections or has slightly modified the previous rejections as necessitated by 
the amendments. 

Conclusion 

42. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Peterson (2,989,764), Fenton (2,158,694), Shimogori et al 
(4,406,761), Thym et al (3,983,889), Bogese (3,720,973), Seufert (582,509), Usee 
(5,237,716), Armstrong (3,885,356), Paddock (2,312,186), Weber et al (2005/0005374), 
Rajala et al (2003/0140942), Johnson et al (5,679,067) and Hutchinson et al 
(5,634,397) all disclose apparatuses having at least some similar structure to the 
applicant's claimed invention. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/533, 1 08 Page 1 8 

Art Unit: 3723 

43. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bryan R. Muller whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4489. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday and second 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph J. Hail III can be reached on (571) 272-4485. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



BRM B«* 



10/16/2007 




